As a consequence of interpersonal conflicts, needs of the victimized are violated. These needs have to be addressed in order to achieve reconciliation. Due to the heterogeneity of need categories in scholarly research, we scrutinized which need categories can be empirically identified. 478 participants reported on an experienced interpersonal conflict. They responded to 109 items evaluating the perceived need violation for the conflict they reported on. By means of exploratory factor analysis with a random sub-sample (n 1 = 239), six need categories were extracted. These are the need for respect, the need for meaning, the need for acceptance, the need for pleasure, the need for self-efficacy, and the need for safety. Confirmatory factor analyses showed that these needs replicated in the second random sub-sample (n 2 = 239) as well as across sub-samples with people who had experienced an interpersonal conflict of lower severity of transgression (n A = 257) or higher severity of transgression (n B = 221). In addition, each of the need categories mediated the relationship between the severity of transgression and the desire for revenge. Yet, the results for the two need categories "pleasure" and "safety" have to be interpreted with caution due to a lack of scalar invariance. Among the other four need categories, respect was identified as the only independent mediator variable. Implications for the transformation of interpersonal conflict and further scholarly inquiries are discussed.
to people who have been victimized -not only in cases of extreme, but also of every day violence (Fassin & Rechtman, 2009, pp. 4-5) . The underlying idea of strengthening approaches that are aware of the needs of victimized people is not solely to contribute to justice restoration (Okimoto & Wenzel, 2008) and reconciliation after a conflict has taken place (Staub, 2003) , but also to improve the standing of the powerless in civil society (MaxNeef, Elizalde, & Hopenhayn, 1991) . Neglecting the needs of the victimized thus can hinder the forthcoming of reconciliation and social justice (e.g., Janoff-Bulman & Werther, 2008; Shnabel & Nadler, 2008) .
The present paper focuses on violated needs in the realm of interpersonal conflicts. Knowledge about the needs of victims of interpersonal conflict is of social importance because addressing violated needs is considered to restore broken relationships and prevent violent vengeance Lazare, 2004, pp. 44, 242) . In other words, the violated needs of the parties in conflict have to be dealt with in order to achieve reconciliation (Shnabel & Nadler, 2008; Staub, 2003) . Interventions to achieve interpersonal reconciliation that focus on the victimized include symbolic interventions such as apologies, and material ones such as reparations (Staub, 2003; Stubbs, 2007) . It is assumed that these interventions target the violated needs of the victimized (Lazare, 2004, p. 242; Shnabel & Nadler, 2008) . However, what needs of the victimized are violated as a consequence of an interpersonal conflict is a question that has not yet been sufficiently empirically addressed (Simmonds, 2009) . The basic research question that lies at the core of this paper is therefore: What are the needs that can be identified as relevant for victims of interpersonal conflict?
It is assumed that the needs of victims differ from those of people in other situations (Simmonds, 2009) . The categorization of human needs in previous literature has been vast, and yet their empirical foundation has been scarce Obrecht, 2005) . The latter also applies to the categorization of the needs of victims (Simmonds, 2009) . To add to previous research, we referred to existing need categories and developed a survey on violated needs in the aftermath of interpersonal conflict. By means of the survey we asked people to report on violated needs after having experienced an interpersonal conflict in which they felt victimized. The empirical data was then quantitatively analyzed. Furthermore, we wanted to analyze the importance of addressing the violated needs of victimized people for the resolution of interpersonal conflict. Accordingly, we also empirically explored the link between violated needs of the victimized and their desire for revenge.
Previous Theories on Categories of Needs and Suggestions for Their Systematization
To answer the question which needs of victims are violated as a consequence of interpersonal conflict, one could confine oneself to need categories that are proposed in previous literature. However, the confining process proves to be challenging, because the suggested need categories are very heterogeneous Obrecht, 2005) . Furthermore, we considered it to be important to not simply refer to need categories based on theoretical assumptions but to also test empirically which need categories are relevant for people who have been victimized. Thus, we drew on previous literature in order to develop a survey to assess which needs are experienced as having been violated among people victimized in interpersonal conflict.
For the development of the survey we took into account five major, basic need theories (Maslow, 1954 (Maslow, /1970 Max-Neef et al., 1991; Murray, 1949; Obrecht, 2005; as well as need categories that have been suggested explicitly for victims in previous literature (e.g., Frijda, 1994; Shnabel & Nadler, 2008; Tedeschi & Nesler, 1993 The Needs of Victims 30 Murray (1949) developed a categorization that has formed the basis for many other need theories (Costa & McCrae, 1988; Galliker, 2009, p. 174) . His categorization can be subdivided into 12 viscerogenic needs (such as water and food) and 26 psychogenic needs (such as recognition, affiliation, order or autonomy; Murray, 1949, pp. 77-83 ).
The need theory by Maslow (1954 Maslow ( /1970 , consisting of five basic needs (physiological, safety, belonging, esteem, and self-actualization needs), is the most popular one. Maslow's (1954 Maslow's ( /1970 theory is widely accepted, despite critics who reject the hierarchical order of needs he suggested (Wahba & Bridwell, 1976) .
The categorizations by Max-Neef et al. (1991) with nine needs and by Obrecht (2005) with 17 needs are unique, because these authors have chosen an interdisciplinary approach and an approach that integrates other need theories (Obrecht, 2005) . While Max-Neef et al. (1991) do not divide the suggested needs (subsistence, protection, affection, understanding, participation, leisure, creation, identity, and freedom) into further sub-categories, Obrecht (2005) does. He differentiates four biological needs (need for physical integrity, e.g., avoidance of exposition to violence; need for the substitute materials that are necessary for autopoiesis, e.g., water; need for regeneration, and need for sexual activity), six biopsychological needs (sensory needs, e.g., light; aesthetic needs, e.g., beautiful forms; need for variety, need for information relevant to orientation and action, need for subjective meaning, need for control and competence) and seven biopsychosocial needs (need to help others, need for distinctiveness, as well as needs for social recognition, for autonomy, for justice, for membership, and for love).
The fifth major categorization we took into account is theory of 11 human values (self-direction, stimulation, hedonism, achievement, power, security, conformity, tradition, benevolence, and universalism), which can be referred to as needs (Bilsky, 1999 ). categorization is interesting for our study, because it has already been established for quantitative empirical evaluation within standardized surveys in Europe (Schmidt, Bamberg, Davidov, Herrmann, & Schwartz, 2007) .
Further, we referred to theoretical suggestions for need categories explicitly for victims (e.g., Frijda, 1994; Shnabel & Nadler, 2008; Tedeschi & Nesler, 1993, pp. 15-16) . What the suggestions for need categories for victims have in common is that they focus more explicitly than the previously mentioned, general need categories on the restoration of a level of satisfaction that was present prior to the victimization. Writing about the gains of revenge, Frijda (1994, pp. 281-282) names gains at five levels, which can be interpreted as motivations or needs that lead to vengeance. These five categories are the protection of further threat, the re-equilibration of gains and losses, the re-equilibration of the power-imbalance, the restoration of self-esteem (self-identity and self-efficacy), and affect regulation such as the relief of pain. Not writing about gains of revenge but instead about events that produce grievances in victims, Tedeschi and Nesler (1993, pp. 15-16) name four conditions that can be understood as needs of victims. These are a positive social identity, material safety, a need to have rights, and the absence of physical injury. Last but not least, Shnabel and Nadler (2008) have introduced the need for empowerment as particularly relevant for conflict resolution from the perspective of the victimized.
We also took into consideration reappearing suggestions regarding need violations as a consequence of conflict within the literature on reconciliation (e.g., Lazare, 2004, pp. 45-119; Ren & Gray, 2009; Robbennolt, 2008, pp. on the quantitative analysis of survey data. The present study is, as far as we know, the first that realizes such intent.
Overall, we tested three hypotheses that are presented in the following.
H1:
After interpersonal conflict distinct needs of the victimized can be identified, which replicate across random sub-samples.
Previous research has proposed and empirically tested the idea that needs are universal insofar that they apply across contexts (Maslow, 1954 (Maslow, /1970 Staub, 2003) . Accordingly, we assume that the needs of victimized people are not only applicable to different samples but also exist independently of the triggering conflict's level of severity.
H2:
The need categories of victims apply to interpersonal conflicts of lower and of higher severity.
Even though needs are considered to be consistent across context and cultures, the intensity of violated needs after interpersonal conflict can vary. This is because the relative importance of specific needs can be influenced by contextual factors such as event valence, i.e., the severity of the transgression (Carroll, Arkin, Seidel, & Morris, 2009; Guan, Park, & Lee, 2009; Sheldon, Elliot, Kim, & Kasser, 2001) . A change in the intensity of needs corresponds with a continuative concept of need fulfillment ranging from frustration to satisfaction (Alderfer, 1969) .
Knowing which needs of victimized people are violated and to what extent is relevant for forgiveness and reconciliation in the aftermath of interpersonal conflict. For example, for interventions such as apologies, which are implemented to promote forgiveness and to reduce the desire for revenge, it is not only regarded as important that they address the violated needs of the victimized Lazare, 2004, p. 242; Shnabel & Nadler, 2008) . It is also suggested that such interventions have to outweigh the offence (Benoit, 1995, p. 43) . Likewise, Frijda (1994, p. 281 ) describes revenge as a behavior aiming to address violated needs and it is empirically supported that a higher severity of transgression has a more negative impact on forgiveness or the desire for revenge, respectively (Fehr, Gelfand, & Nag, 2010) . Thus, we propose that the relationship between the severity of transgression and the desire for revenge can be explained by the intensity of need violations.
H3:
The relationship between the severity of transgression and the desire for revenge is mediated by the intensity of need violations experienced by the victimized.
To test our three hypotheses on the stability of identifiable need categories of victimized people across random sub-samples (H1) and for conflicts of varying severity (H2) as well as on the relevance of violated needs for conflict resolution (H3), we conducted an online survey among people who had felt victimized in a previously experienced interpersonal conflict.
Method Sample
German speaking participants were recruited via several mailing lists and online platforms. 
Procedure
Designed as an online-questionnaire, the study was distributed via mailing lists and accessible to a Germanspeaking public. In order to obtain a variety of conflicts for which participants rated the violation of their needs, each participant was told to recall an interpersonal conflict in which s/he felt that s/he had been inferior or the victim, ranging from low level to very severe experiences. First, participants were asked to write a short statement about the conflict they remembered in order to make this experience salient. Participants were then asked to answer all subsequent items as if the incident had just happened. These items assessed the severity of the transgression, the violation of needs, and the desire for revenge. The items appeared in the same order for all participants. Finally, participants had the opportunity to provide comments concerning the study. The format of the questionnaire required participants to answer all items.
Measures Severity of the transgression
The severity of transgression was assessed with two items. In addition to measuring the perceived severity of the transgression with a single item we also asked about the transgressor-transgressed-relationship, i.e., the perceived weakness of the person who experienced a transgression. Both items can be interpreted as measures to evaluate the perceived harm of a transgression (see Miller & Vidmar, 1981, pp. 160-163) . Thus, participants evaluated the items "I perceived the situation as [not so severe (1) -very severe (6)]" and "In the situation I perceived myself to be [very strong (1) -very weak (6)]" each on a 6-point rating scale. The Cronbach's alpha of this scale was r = .36, a moderate but acceptable correlation according to Cohen (1969 Cohen ( /1988 .
Need violations
We screened the literature mentioned above for items that assess needs. Items from existing questionnaires were adapted to suit the format of the study at hand. The need category proposed by Shnabel and Nadler (2008) was assessed with items that they have introduced. The need categories introduced by Maslow (1954 Maslow ( /1970 were covered by items used by Porter (1961) as well as Arzberger, Murck, and Schumacher (1979) . The need categories listed by Murray (1949) were assessed in accordance with items in the D-PRF (Stumpf, Angleitner, Wieck, Jackson, & Beloch-Till, 1985) and additional items were designed The complete list of all 109 items is documented in Appendix A, grouped into 17 a priori need categories according to verbal descriptors, i.e. themes and related concepts of the categories suggested in the literature.
Desire for revenge
Participants were asked to complete seven self-designed items regarding their desire for revenge, rated on 5-point scales ranging from "does not apply at all (1)" to "totally applies ( 
Results
A content analysis of the written short statements describing the conflict stories was conducted by the first author (see Kondracki, Wellman, & Armundson, 2002) . First, it was inductively coded in which setting the conflicts took place, extracting six categories: 1. relationship (e.g., "conflict with my boyfriend"), 2. work (e.g., "dispute with my boss"), 3. family (e.g., "problems with my mother"), 4. friends (e.g., "my best friend lied to me"), 5. strangers (e.g.,
"conflict due to a car accident on the highway"), and 6. neighbours/acquaintances (e.g., "I had a dispute over cleaning the flat with my roommates" of close relationships and also involved good friends (0.68%). One conflict each took place at work but also involved good friends (0.23%) or strangers (0.23%), another conflict involved good friends as well as neighbors or acquaintances (0.23%). A second coder analyzed 30% of the statements (144). Because the codes were assigned based on clear-cut words (e.g., "work", "best friend", "sister", "partner" etc.), interrater reliability was very high (Cohen's Kappa = .96).
The reported experiences ranged from small disputes among friends to severe conflicts including muggings and violence (e.g., "I and my kids were attacked and robbed in our own house. My kids were threatened with a knife to their throat and I was tied up and gagged."). However, physical violence was involved in only 49 (11.16%) of the reported conflicts.
Testing H1 and H2
First, the number of items on need violation was reduced. All items that were of no importance in the conflict situations, i.e., all items with a mean of below 1.50, were dropped from further analyses. By using this criterion, 16 items were dropped. Indeed, some participants scored higher on these items, but the majority (at least 73.3%
of the participants) answered with "1" = "does not apply at all." The remaining 93 items were considered in the following analyses.
In order to cross-validate the results of the factor analyses, sub-sampling was applied. For the first two sub-samples a random split was used (n Group1 = 239 and n Group2 = 239 participants). We used the mean of the rating for the The Needs of Victims 34 transgression severity (M = 4.55, SD = 1.06) in order to produce two further sub-samples. This resulted in a group of participants that reported on a less severe (n Group A = 257; transgression severity ≤ 4.5) and a group that reported on a more severe transgression (n Group B = 221).
The answers of the first random group (Group 1) were analyzed by means of exploratory principal-axis factoring, using oblique rotation (PROMAX) since the different need categories were expected to be correlated (see MaxNeef et al., 1991, p. 17) . The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure was .88 and all KMO values for individual items were above .64 (exceeding the suggested minimum of .5, Field, 2009, p. 647 ). Bartlet's test of sphericity indicated that the correlations among items were sufficiently large: χ 2 (4278) = 14221.85, p < .001. Multicollinearity was also not observed (no correlations above .8 among items). A parallel analysis was conducted according to Horn (1965) , revealing that the eigenvalues proposed an extraction of six factors.
Based on the initial factor analysis with the 93 items we revealed a factor referred to as "need for pleasure" (sum of squared loading: 15.80), a factor "need for meaning" (13.87), a factor called "need for acceptance" (11.48), a factor "need for self-efficacy" (11.47), a factor "need for safety" (6.90), and a factor "need for respect" (5.90).
Overall, the six factors accounted for 46.20% of the variance. Stevens (2002) suggests that each item has to load on its own factor with at least .40 and on any other factor with less than .40 in order to establish an appropriate cut-off for the selection of items per factor. Of the 93 items included in the factor analysis, 23 items fulfilled these criteria and were grouped for theoretical reasons. The six factors with the selected 23 items accounted for 67.73%
of the variance. The results of the factor analysis along with the final item selection are depicted in Table 1a and   Table 1b .
In order to see if results replicated across different samples (H1) and conflicts of varying severity of transgressions (H2), the initial factor analysis was followed by confirmatory factor analyses for the second random group (Group 2) and for the low severity (Group A) as well as the high severity group (Group B). The confirmatory factor analyses were computed with MPlus 6 (Muthén & Muthén, 2010) . The model fit was evaluated using the CFI (comparative fit index; Bentler, 1990) , the RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation; Steiger, 2000) and the SRMR (standardized root mean squared residual; Hu & Bentler, 1999) . How well a model fits the data can be estimated by applying the following standards: a RMSEA < .08, a SRMR < .10, a χ 2 /df ratio between 2 and 3, and a CFI > .95 (Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, & Müller, 2003) . Since the main interest of the analyses was to determine to what extent the factor structure found in the exploratory analysis for Group 1 corresponds with the data of the other groups, the focus of the evaluation of the model fit was laid on the RMSEA and the SRMR (SchermellehEngel et al., 2003) .
The six-factor-structure with the 23 items for Group 2 indicated an acceptable fit (RMSEA = .07; SRMR = .07; 
NEED FOR SAFETY (α = .81)
1.53 (1.10) .902 …that I am still being threatened.
(1.48)
.747 …that there is still danger stemming from the person(s).
(1.29)
.698 …that my safety is threatened.
NEED FOR SELF-EFFICACY (α = .73)
2.00 (1.39) .720 …that I was not able to prove my abilities. The first introductory phrase was only used for the items of the need for pleasure. The Needs of Victims 36
Testing H3
It was suggested with H3 that the relationship between the severity of transgression and the desire for revenge is mediated by the intensity of need violations experienced by the victimized. The analysis of H3 relies on the precondition that the means in Group A (less severe) and Group B (more severe) are comparable. Hence, we tested for scalar invariance between these two groups, which is a precondition to compare latent means (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002) . Only partial scalar invariance can be proven: According to the step-wise analysis of scalar invariance as suggested by Byrne, Shavelson, and Muthén (1989) , the intercepts of the need for pleasure (∆χ 2 = 10.13, df = 4, p = .04) and the need for safety (∆χ 2 = 22.22, df = 10, p = .01) were not invariant, whereas the intercepts for the other needs were (∆χ 2 = 16.62, df = 11, p = .12). Accordingly, H3 can clearly be analyzed for the need for acceptance, the need for meaning, the need for self-efficacy and the need for respect, whereas analyses including the needs for pleasure and safety have to be interpreted more carefully.
The analyses of the mediation hypothesis H3 were calculated with the MEDIATE tool by Hayes and Preacher (2012) . The bivariate correlations of the concepts were suitable for mediation analyses (see Table 2 ). In addition, we found significant effects of the severity of the experienced conflict (low vs. high) on the mean ratings of the need violations (pleasure: F(1,476) = 34.60; acceptance: F(1, 476) = 25.95; meaning: F(1, 476) = 61.42; self-efficacy: F(1, 476) = 96.15; safety: F(1, 476) = 32.07; respect: F(1, 476) = 8.09; all p's < .01). Thus, the mean rating for each violated need category was higher in the case of less severe than in the case of high severe conflicts.
The means are displayed in Table 3 .
First of all, a mediation analysis showed that the severity of the transgression affected the need for respect (B = .20, p < .01), with the latter affecting the desire for revenge (B = .29, p < .01). The indirect effect of the severity of the transgression on the desire for revenge (B = .06) supports considering the need for respect as a mediator, because the 95% CI did not include 0 (.03, .09). The same applies to all other need categories when tested separately (see Table 4 ). Yet, the scalar invariance test calls for cautious interpretation of the findings regarding the needs for pleasure and safety. We also wanted to take into account the dependency of the needs as potential mediator variables. Thus, we also calculated the mediation analysis with the mediation PROCESS tool (Hayes, in press) that allows to asses multiple mediators at the same time. This analysis revealed that the need for respect is the only need among those for which scalar invariance was given where the indirect effect (B = .06) was significant (95% CI [.03, .09]). Accordingly, for the present data set the need for respect is the only independent mediator of the relationship between the severity of the conflict and the desire for revenge (see Table 5 ). All other need categories only mediated the relationship of interest when their dependency was disregarded (see Table 4 ). 
Direct and Indirect Effects of the Severity of the Transgression and the Desire for Revenge When Testing Each Need Category Separately in Mediation Analyses
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Discussion
The present analysis suggests six need categories that are violated following the experience of an interpersonal conflict from the perspective of the person who felt inferior or viewed her-/himself as a victim. Exploratory factor analysis revealed one need category with four items that can be labeled need for respect. A second factor that was labeled need for meaning encompasses three items. A further factor includes four items and can be interpreted as a need for acceptance. Another factor can be described as need for pleasure and includes five items. Four items comprise a factor labeled as need for self-efficacy. Last but not least, there is a factor with three items that we have called need for safety. Confirmatory factor analyses showed that these needs replicated not only across two random sub-samples but also across two samples with people who had experienced either conflicts of higher or lower severity. The applied cross-validation procedure for the random groups as well as groups that had experienced conflicts of different severity supports the robustness of the instrument.
We had taken into account five major need theories (Maslow, 1954 (Maslow, /1970 Max-Neef et al., 1991; Murray, 1949; Obrecht, 2005; to develop our questionnaire. None of the suggested category systems is replicated as such -i.e., in number and content -by our data. The same applies to the three suggestions for need categories explicitly for victims (Frijda, 1994; Shnabel & Nadler, 2008; Tedeschi & Nesler, 1993, pp. 15-16 ) that we had included in the survey. However, interestingly, the categorization of the six needs revealed in the present empirical analysis is similar to a set of needs that Staub (2003) has focused on in his theoretical work on the interconnection of need violation and interpersonal as well as intergroup conflict. Staub (2003) emphasizes a need for safety, a need for comprehension of reality (cf. need for meaning iv ), and a need for positive connection to others (cf. need for acceptance). Staub's (2003) framing of the needs for a positive identity and effectiveness can, taken together, be interpreted as what we call the need for self-efficacy, because the items of this scale address both effectiveness and a positive identity (see Table 1a ). The identified need for pleasure resembles the need for autonomy, which was also introduced by Staub (2003) . Thus, our results offer first empirical findings regarding Staub's (2003) theoretical categorization. In addition, our data suggested a need for respect, which Staub (2003) did not explicitly name. Yet, Janoff-Bulman and Werther (2008), while not directly referring to a "need for respect," state that individuals and groups long for respect, and they suggest that this may be an important key to reconciliation.
Our study further supports the hypothesis that the relationship between the severity of transgression and the desire for revenge is mediated by each of the need categories extracted in the study when analyzed separately. The mediation analyses of the categories need for pleasure and safety have to be interpreted with caution though, because no scalar invariance was found for these two categories when comparing the two groups that had either experienced a high or a low severe transgression. Moreover, by means of an analysis that took into account the dependency of the potential mediator variables for which scalar invariance was given, respect was found to be the only independent mediator variable. Yet, the results of the mediation analyses of all need categories (except for the categories pleasure and safety) allow for the interpretation that the violation of these needs on part of the victimized can -at least to some extent -explain the relationship between the experienced severity of transgression and the desire for revenge. This shows that knowing which needs have been violated and to what extent can be relevant for the resolution of interpersonal conflict. This is in line with the literature suggesting that the fulfillment of basic needs can contribute to positive relations and reconciliation (Shnabel & Nadler, 2008; Staub, 2003) .
Whether or not addressing the extracted violated needs in the aftermath of interpersonal conflict indeed contributes to reconciliation could be studied by means of analyzing the effects of interventions regarding the violated needs.
As respect seems to be particularly important, future studies should focus on this need first. Nevertheless, the results of the present study have to be critically discussed. First of all, some concern about the construct validity of the study can be voiced. Since the participants answered the items in regard to an interpersonal conflict that happened some time in the past, the answers to the items are possibly confounded with later experiences, for example with the person(s) involved in the conflict or with the participants' coping strategies.
However, to reduce this limitation, participants had been asked to reply to the items as if the conflict had just taken place. Another methodological shortcoming that concerns the exploratory factor analyses should also be mentioned.
It is critical which items are included in the original questionnaire, because of course they influence the results of the factor analyses (see Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999) . Even though we did include items from common need categories, it could be the case that the results would have been different if other need items had been included in the original questionnaire. Thus, the findings should be supported by future studies that rely on qualitative analyses. With such qualitative analyses the needs of victims after interpersonal conflict could be identified based on the interpretation of answers to open-ended questions. Those interested in taking our research a step further might also think about measuring the severity of the transgression with other items than the two we have used, as the correlation among these items was only moderate. Last but not least, the issue of fatigue effects is a potential shortcoming of the study's design. The questionnaire was quite long with its 109 items on violated needs. Therefore, we cannot rule out whether all items of the questionnaire have been answered in the same thorough manner.
Additionally, the sample and the question whether the results can be generalized have to be critically discussed.
As it is often the case in social psychological research, the sample was not a representative one, especially because it consisted mostly of people with high levels of education. It is also questionable if the results apply to people who are officially declared "victims of crime." Our participants had merely been asked to report on an interpersonal conflict in which they felt inferior or as the victim, without external validation of their perception. Probably only very few of the reported situations could possibly be defined as a crime. Yet, we found that the six need categories applied not only to conflicts of lower but to those of higher severity, too. It is also important to note that the perpetrator-victim-dichotomy suggested in the present paper obviously is often an oversimplification of describing a conflict history.
Regarding the question of the generalization of the results it also has to be kept in mind that the sample was constricted to German-speaking participants. Thus, it can be questioned whether the extracted need categories apply to other linguistic groups and cultures. Previous research suggests that needs can be considered universal insofar that they apply across contexts (Maslow, 1954 (Maslow, /1970 Staub, 2003) . Indeed, offers empirical support that groups of needs reoccur across cultures. However, it is important to differentiate between satisfiers of needs (i.e., shelter to satisfy a need for subsistence), which may differ across cultures, and basic needs (i.e., the need for subsistence as such), which might be consistent across cultures (Max-Neef et al., 1991, pp. 16-18) . In addition, the importance of needs might also vary across cultures (e.g., Guan et al., 2009; . Therefore, we recommend that the extent to which the extracted six need categories can be generalized to different cultures and contexts has to be addressed by further empirical research.
In conclusion, we suggest that the six identified need categories can play a crucial role for restoring interpersonal relationships after conflict. Nevertheless, we want to encourage further research that replicates our findings with different methods and in different samples. These studies should test the reliability of the developed measures (see Table 1a ) as well as the practical relevance of the six needs for the resolution of interpersonal conflict. An interesting setting would be the practice of interpersonal mediation, for example testing whether addressing the The Needs of Victims 40 six violated needs increases the success of the mediation's outcome. Further empirical research that confirms or challenges our findings is very important, because many need categorizations already exist based on theoretical suggestions without having further been validated empirically (see Obrecht, 2005) .
Notes
i) The participants were asked to name the highest degree they had earned (string-variable).
ii) The need for aggression mentioned by Murray (1949, pp. 80-83) was not operationalized due to the overlap with the dependent variable desire for revenge. Also, the viscerogenic needs were not considered in as much detail as by Murray (1949, p. 77) , because categories such as lactation, urination or defecation were not considered relevant for the aim of our study. We only referred to the physical needs suggested by Maslow (1970) and Obrecht (2005) .
iii) 39 (8,88%) of the conflicts could not be coded due to a lack of information. No rest-category was needed because the existing codes captured all statements containing sufficient information for coding.
iv) Janoff-Bulman (1992) elaborates that for victimized people "motivated cognitive strategies" (p. 117) can be observed "that facilitate the coping process by better enabling victims to reformulate a view of reality that can account for the victimization" (p. 117). One of these cognitive strategies is described by Janoff-Bulman (1992) as 'meaning making' (p. 118), which refers to a re-evaluation of the experienced transgression in terms of possible benefits and purposes (pp. 132-139). Janoff-Bulman (1992) is not explicitly referring to a need for meaning, however she describes the cognitive strategies as a part of a motivational process. Thus, her work can be considered as further theoretical support for the extracted "need for meaning." Stumpf et al., 1985) …that nobody is there to help me in case of distress. (protection: Max-Neef et al., 1991, p.32; succorance: Murray, 1949, pp. 80-83, i .a.w. D-PRF by Stumpf et al., 1985) …that I am alone. (need for love : Obrecht, 2005; affiliation: Murray, 1949 , pp. 80-83, i.a.w. D-PRF by Stumpf et al., 1985 Achievement ( et al., 1985; achievement: Murray, 1949, pp. 80-83, i .a.w. D-PRF by Stumpf et al., 1985 ; need for recognition : Maslow, 1954 /1970 , i.a.w. Arzberger et al., 1979 Predictability ( The Needs of Victims 46 …that I cannot trust the person(s) anymore. (trust: e.g., Strang et al., 2006) …that I cannot further rely on the goodness in humans. (benevolence: Schwartz et al., 2001, PVQ) …that I cannot predict the behavior of the person(s) is not predictable. (predictability: e.g., Lazare, 2004, p. 80; Smith, 2008, p. 80) …that a lot of things happen that I cannot predict. (predictability: e.g., Lazare, 2004, p. 80; Smith, 2008, p. 80 : Maslow, 1954 /1970 , i.a.w. Arzberger et al., 1979 …that my financial hedging is endangered. (security: Maslow, 1954 /1970 , i.a.w. Arzberger et al. 1979 power: Schwartz, 2003, PVQ-21; acquisition: Murray, 1949, pp. 80-83) …that my belongings were damaged. (material safety: Tedeschi & Nesler, 1993, pp. 15-16) …that my belongings are gone. (material safety: Tedeschi & Nesler, 1993, pp. 15-16) …that I am still being threatened. (protection of further threat: Frijda, 1994) Benevolence (4 items) …helping others. (social need: Maslow, 1954 /1970 , i.a.w. Porter, 1961 benevolence: Schwartz, 2003, PVQ-21; need to help others: Obrecht, 2005) …standing up for people that are close to me. (benevolence: Schwartz, 2003, PVQ-21) …putting myself in the position of others. (similance: Murray, 1949, pp. 80-83) …supporting the cause of the powerless in society. (universalism: Schwartz et al., 2001, PVQ; nurturance: Murray, 1949 , pp. 80-83, i.a.w. D-PRF Stumpf et al., 1985 Cognitive Stimulation (4 items) …experiencing something exciting. (abasement/harmavoidance: Murray, 1949 , pp. 80-83, i.a.w. Stumpf et al., 1985 stimulation: Schwartz, 2003, PVQ-21) …experiencing something new (stimulation: Schwartz, 2003, PVQ-21; need for variety: Obrecht, 2005) …being spontaneous. (leisure: Max-Neef et al., 1991, p. 32) …learning something new. understanding/cognizance: Murray, 1949, pp. 80-83, i .a.w. D-PRF by Stumpf et al., 1985; understanding: Max-Neef et al., 1991, p. 32) 
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